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TWENTY TWO
LAND/HOMELAND, STORY/HISTORY
The Social Landscapes of the Southern Levant from Alexander
to Augustus
ANDREA M. BERLIN
the net of history ensnares two men
On March 18, 335 BCE, a man named Yehohanan was sold as a slave. The
seller, Hananiah, received 35 silver shekels from Yehonur, the buyer (Samaria
Papyrus 1: Cross 1963: 113; Gropp 2001: 33–44). A scribe in Samaria recorded
the sale on a sheet of papyrus retained by Yehonur, proof of ownership in the
event that Yehohanan challenged his status or tried to escape.
Just three years after Yehonur bought Yehohanan, the long-time political
status quo dissolved. In the space of seventeen months, the young Macedonian
Alexander twice defeated the Achaemenid king, Darius III, and advanced into
the southern Levant. Various local elites were suddenly obliged to make a hard
political choice (Kasher 2011: 138–53, esp. 152–3).1 Some from Samaria,
including Yehonur, chose Persia. They seized the newly appointed
Macedonian governor, Andromachus, and burned him alive – but then were
forced to flee when Alexander, already in Egypt, sent a Macedonian force to
track them down. The soldiers discovered 200 people hiding in a cave within
the Wadi ed-Daliyeh, a jagged complex of cliffs and ravines 14 km north of
Jericho. They set a fire at the cave’s mouth, which asphyxiated everybody
inside, including Yehonur and, presumably, the enslaved Yehohanan (Curt.,
Hist. Alex. 4.8.9–10; Lapp and Lapp 1974).
Yehonur’s and Yehohanan’s lives and deaths were bound by two forces:
political power from above and a fixed social order that determined their
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options from birth (Friedman 1990; Sivertsev 2005: 12–20; Honigman 2011:
121). In the middle centuries of the first millennium BCE, these forces
controlled Levantine lives, whether by offering opportunities or curtailing
horizons. In the course of the three centuries that comprise the Hellenistic
period, material remains reflect the appearance of other forces – individual
agency, widespread literacy, social mobility, and a measure of civic autonomy –
along with the fundamental shift they propelled, from a world in which people
were largely acted upon to one in which more individuals could and did
exercise choice in how to define themselves and conduct their lives.2
That world did not appear overnight. In the third century BCE, there were
only glimmers. Upon the death of Alexander in 323 BCE, Ptolemy I claimed
Egypt and then, after two decades of fighting and negotiating, in 301 came to
an agreement with Seleucus I, making the Litani River just north of Tyre the
border between their new kingdoms. Ptolemy moved quickly to turn high-
level political settlement into ground-level reality. He deployed three com-
ponents: territory, administration, and new imperially sanctioned cults.
land becomes territory
Territory is space that has been purposefully bounded: appropriated, measured,
and marked. The political geographer Stuart Elden calls territory a “political
technology,” a geographic manifestation of authority (2013: 322–4). The
practice is a particular necessity for new imperial states, now ruling over various
peoples who have been long situated in places newly claimed. Rulers must
make a persuasive geographic argument, establish compelling boundaries, and
thereby transform space into territory.3
Material evidence reflects Ptolemy I’s understanding of this imperative.
Early in his rule, he installed sanctuaries on the perimeters of his territory.
Two were to the Greek nature deity Pan, long associated with the
Macedonian royal house. One Pan shrine was in the Wadi Hammamat of
Egypt’s eastern desert (Bard 1999: 870). The second was in the northeastern
corner of the Hula Valley, in a wild spot above a rushing spring, at the foot of
Mount Hermon (Ma‘oz 1993; 1995; 1996; Berlin 1999) (Fig. 22.1).
The Ptolemaic-era remains from the Mount Hermon Paneion are strictly
ceramic: fragments of cooking pots, most with signs of use, and small saucers
and bowls (Berlin 1999: 29–31). Almost all were made of Hula Valley spatter
painted ware, a gritty local product. These pieces, few and poor, suggest that
the shrine’s visitors were mostly, if not wholly, locals, who brought food in
part as dedication to the deity, and in part to enjoy al fresco.
The Mount Hermon Paneion was one-half of the imperial territory-making
project here. The other half lay some 30 km southwest, across the Hula Valley
and on the edge of the Upper Galilee plateau, on the mound of Kedesh. Here,
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some 200 years earlier, the Tyrian royal house had built a huge compound,
about 2,400 m2 (Berlin and Herbert 2013: 374–6; 2015: 422–3) (Fig. 22.2).
Under Ptolemy I, the building was reclaimed for the collection of agricultural
produce, likely grain and wine. Several rooms held heavy plastered bins to
measure commodities as they were brought in. Others held enormous storage
jars, which analysis has shown held bread wheat (Triticum aestivum) (Berlin et al.
2003). The wheat was both tax revenue and imperial supply; a papyrus dating
to 259 BCE records that a Ptolemaic official named Zenon stopped at Kedesh
and received two artabas of flour (αλεύρων) for the final leg of his trip (P. Cairo
Zen. 59004).
22.1. The Sanctuary of Pan (Banias) at Mount Hermon. (Photo by A. M. Berlin.)
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Together, the compound at Kedesh and the Mount Hermon Paneion
transformed a sparsely populated rural area into bounded imperial, and specif-
ically, Ptolemaic territory. A visit here was a physical acknowledgment of a
new political status quo.
administration and its human effects
On the papyrus recording his visit to Kedesh, Zenon carefully noted the
amount of flour received at each stop, along with an explanation of the unit
of collection. Initially, this was an artaba of thirty choinikes, or about twenty-
four liters; but midway through, this was replaced by an artaba of forty
choinikes. The difference in quantity is approximately the amount necessary
for a single loaf of bread. Such attention to detail is typical of the new
administrative system under which people now lived. Consider, for example,
two subsections of a single fiat pertaining to Coele-Syria, issued by Ptolemy II
in his twenty-fourth year (260 BCE):4
Those holding the tax contracts for the villages . . . shall register at the
same time the taxable and tax-free livestock in the villages, and their
owners with fathers’ names and place of origin, and by whom the
livestock are managed. Likewise they shall declare whatever unregistered
livestock they see up to Dystros of the 25th year in statements on
royal oath. (col. 1, lines 17–21)
22.2. Administrative Building at Kedesh. (Photo by SkyView Ltd. Courtesy of the Tel Kedesh
Excavations.)
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By order of the king: If anyone in Syria and Phoenicia has bought a free
native person or has seized and held one or acquired one in any other
manner – to the oikonómos in charge in each hyparchy within 20 days
from the day of the proclamation of the ordinance. If anyone does not
register or present him he shall be deprived of the slave and there shall in
addition be exacted for the crown 6000 drachmas per head . . . As for
those persons purchased in royal auctions, even if one of them claims to
be free, the sales shall be valid for the purchasers
(col. 1, line 33–col. 2 = right col., line 11)
The human effects of these and other policies are made clear by Lester
Grabbe: “bureaucracy was extended down to the lowest level, the
village . . . All property was noted and records kept for tax purposes; . . .
[and] the practice of enslaving free individuals [was widespread]” (2008:
21). The Ptolemies treated their new territory as a personal bank, either
cultivated by individuals and then taxed or managed directly by royal
agents. Periodic visits by imperial envoys stitched it together, as seen by
Zenon’s route: Strato’s Tower, inland to Jerusalem and Jericho, across the
Jordan to the estate of Tobiah outside Philadelphia (Amman), north into
Gaulanitis, west to Beth Anath and Kedesh, and, finally, Akko-Ptolemais,
and home.
The evidence from the rural interior suggests a sharply bifurcated social
order. In the Hula Valley, near the Paneion and the compound at Kedesh, a
number of settlements appear in the third century. Typical is Tel Anafa. On
this small mound, there were a few houses of two and three rooms,
untrimmed boulder walls, pebble floors, and courtyards with tamped earth
surfaces. Inhabitants partially subsisted on wild pig and deer, and, as sug-
gested by fifteen loom weights found against a wall, made their clothes
(Herbert 1994: 13–14; Redding 1994: 265–78; Berlin 1997a: 18–19). Their
possessions were strictly utilitarian: small bowls and saucers, cooking pots,
grinding bowls, and water pitchers – all made of spatter painted ware
(Berlin 1997b: 7–9). The only imported items were about twenty small
perfume bottles from the area around Tyre – this despite proximity to
Kedesh, whose new administrators used various types of cooking and table
vessels acquired from coastal suppliers (Stone 2013: 296–7). The connection
between the two sites was likely extractive: Tel Anafa‘s inhabitants were
probably tenant-farmers, growing and delivering grain to the administrators
at Kedesh.
A similar pattern appears in the central hills. At Samaria, there are coastal and
Mediterranean imports and various forms of cooking vessels. At Shechem,
residents had only basic household items, locally made, and only one form of
cooking pot in the kitchen (Stone 2013: 297). In the countryside, surveyors
have identified field towers and over 600 plots of arable land, vineyards, and
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olive groves; cultivation began in the third century (Dar 1986: 88–109; Mattila
2015a). The plots are irregularly arranged and vary greatly in size, with the
largest over 100 times the size of the smallest. Such a pattern could reflect
“multiple private owners . . . engaged in small-scale commodity production”
(Mattila 2014: 312; see also Mattila 2015b); however, the marked disparities
may instead reflect large estates claimed and managed for the crown and
smallholders, whether tenants or slaves, working marginal lands (see
Kloppenborg 2006: 289–90). In either interpretation, the pattern reinforces a
crisply delineated social order of “haves” and “have-nots” (Tscherikower 1937:
21–4, 56–7).5
Ptolemaic rule not only reified long-existing social inequities, it also pro-
vided additional customers. On May 13, 257 BCE, Tobiah, a wealthy scion of
an elite Judean family living on the outskirts of Philadelphia (Amman) sent two
letters to Apollonius, the finance minister of Ptolemy II. The first detailed an
array of animals for the king. The second detailed human gifts: four young
boys – Haemos, Atikos, Audomos, and Okaemos – all “alert and of good
breeding,” and their minder, Aeneas, all for Apollonius himself (P. Cairo
Zen. 1.59075; Bagnall and Derow 1981: 113–14, no. 257; Durand 1997:
179–84; Krautbauer, Llewelyn, and Wassell 2014). Seventy-five years after
Hananiah purchased Yehohanan, Ptolemaic policies continued to reify older
social arrangements in the rural interior.
It was different on the coast, where revenue came from skimming a financial
share from the activities of maritime entrepreneurs. Material remains indicate
that commerce was able to satisfy imperial collectors as well as raise local living
standards. At every coastal city and town – Tyre, Akko-Ptolemais, Dor, Jaffa,
Ashdod, and Ashkelon – third-century household goods included Aegean
wine; fine table wares from Cyprus, Cilicia, and Asia Minor; specialty kitchen
equipment, such as Aegean baking pans; and imported perfumes carried in
glass bottles (Arbel 2011: 192; Nitschke, Martin, and Shalev 2011; Berlin and
Stone 2016) (Fig. 22.3). None of these goods was a luxury item. They were
middle-class comforts – domestic niceties to be had with a bit of extra money
and ready access.
cults and literacy: new routes to social advancement
Territory can impress, administration can control – but neither can build
personal connections or political loyalty. To affect this, Ptolemy I and his
successors introduced new deities. Most significant was Serapis, whose cult
Ptolemy I enlarged with the construction in Alexandria of an enormous
Serapeion and whose worship was spread as a matter of imperial policy.6
There were cults at Jaffa (Kaplan and Kaplan 1989) and Samaria, the latter
known from an impressive slab of black limestone inscribed with names of
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Hegesander; his wife, Xenarchis; and their children as dedicators, and of Serapis
and Isis as dedicatees (Crowfoot, Crowfoot, and Kenyon 1957: 37, no. 13;
Magness 2001).
Serapis was a stand-in for the king, while Isis was conflated with the
Ptolemaic queens – the joint cult marketed via faience jugs with relief images
of the queen carrying a cornucopia and making a libation (Thompson 1973;
Plantzos 2011; Landvatter 2012). On the Samaria inscription, it is notable that
Xenarchis is also named and Isis honored. Hegesander and Xenarchis present
themselves as a couple, directly linked via the terse ritual formulary to Serapis
and Isis, who in turn would have been understood as cosmic stand-ins for the
22.3. Third-century BCE imported household goods from Tel Dor. (Courtesy of E. Stern and
the Tel Dor Excavations.)
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Ptolemaic king and queen. The inscription provides material acceptance of
one family’s political loyalty to and affiliation with the Ptolemaic royal house,
personal reinforcement of the imperial project.
The Ptolemies also encouraged a cult in which they themselves were deified.
This royal cult was – or was arranged to appear as – a creation from below, a
voluntary expression of honor promulgated by priests and local elites (Pfeiffer
2010).7 A small stele found at Jaffa, with seven lines inscribed in Greek, dedicated
by one Anaxikles, shows this practice in action (SEG 10.467; Lupu 2003):
The Great King Ptolemy
the Father-loving God, the son of King
Ptolemy and queen
Berenike, the Benefactor [Gods],
[and grandson] of Ptolemy, king
[Philadelphos, is honored by] Anaxikles
[. . ., p]riest of the king.8
Who was Anaxikles?9 A “priest of the king;” but, without an ethnikon, he
was likely a local elite with a Greek name. This accords with the way in
which Anaxikles describes Ptolemy’s lineage: three generations of parentage,
which is standard Semitic practice but unusual for Greek or Ptolemaic identifi-
cations. Since the slab is too small to have supported a dedicatory statue (Lupu
2003: 195), it seems to have been a simple marker, conceived by a loyalist acting
on his own. Like the faience jugs, this is a material totem of political loyalty.
The inscriptions of Hegesander and Anaxikles, Tobiah’s personal letters and
much other individual documentation from the third century Levant were
written in Greek. Under the Ptolemies, Greek became the language of records,
official correspondence, and commercial matters – equally a tool of and a proxy
for the imperial presence. In the glittering new capital cities and commercial
centers of the Hellenistic world – Pergamon, Ephesus, Antioch, and
Alexandria – kings and elites sponsored libraries, museums, and academies.
For those living in the provincial outskirts, Greek literacy gave entry into a
Mediterranean-wide knowledge network (Stremlin 2008: 984). It provided a
ticket of admission into a social milieu beyond the political confines of territory
and the social confines of birth. The Ptolemaic system encouraged those who
could to learn Greek; one result was that when the political baton passed to the
Seleucids, some of those Greek speakers were poised and eager to becomemore
integrated into the language’s deeper cultural ambit.
continuities and transitions
Anaxikles’ stele commemorated Ptolemy IV’s stopgap victory over Antiochus
III on July 22, 217 at Raphia, the southernmost point of Ptolemaic territory in
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the Levant.10 The Seleucid contender had already claimed Tyre, Akko-
Ptolemais, the Galilee, Transjordan, and Samaria, aided by multiple defections
of key commanders.11 What Antiochus III failed to achieve at Raphia, he
successfully effected twenty years later. In 197 BCE, he defeated the army of
Ptolemy V at the Mount Hermon Paneion, and the entirety of the southern
Levant passed into Seleucid control.
The high-level transfer of territory was accompanied, for a time, by a
ground-level continuation of administration. In the war’s aftermath, the two
monarchs crafted an agreement that freed both to deal with other pressing
needs and plans. In that agreement, the daughter of Antiochus, Cleopatra I,
was married to Ptolemy, with the tax revenues of Coele-Syria as her dowry
(Kaye and Amitay 2015: 142–3). The system lasted for about two decades; but
in 178 BCE, financial pressures led Seleucus IV to rescind the agreement,
impose a new fiscal system, and create a new position of supervisor of the
temples of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia. The new supervisor was Olympiodoros,
whose appointment the king considered sufficiently weighty that it was
announced via permanent public stone inscriptions; fragments have been found
at Tyre and Marisa in Idumea (Cotton and Wörrle 2007; Gera 2009; Hacham
2012: 176–7; Honigman 2014: 297–404; Cotton-Paltiel, Ecker, and Gera 2017).
The broad oversight afforded Olympiodoros went hand-in-hand with
another aspect of Seleucid administration: the empowerment of local com-
munities. There are various material reflections of this from both local and
imperial vantage points. One comes from the administrative compound at
Kedesh, now in Seleucid hands. In the early second century BCE, the
building was again refurbished: new reception rooms, additional facilities
for the collection of agricultural produce, and most notably an archive
(Berlin and Herbert 2013: 377; 2015: 426–7). Over 2,000 clay sealings date
from the era of Seleucid control, but only a few come from Antioch. Instead,
the archive primarily held documents sealed by the rings of private individ-
uals, with an additional small number from nearby civic entities: Sidon, Tyre,
and Kedesh itself, represented by a seal bearing a shaft of wheat, a cluster of
grapes, and the city’s name written in Greek (Ariel and Naveh 2003: 64–9,
72–4, 75–7) (Fig. 22.4).
A second widespread set of remains are civic weights with the name of the
market inspector (agoranomos) and a date according to the Seleucid era
(Finkielsztejn 2010; 2014; Korzakova 2010; Kushnir-Stein 2011). The weights
appear, suddenly, in 173 BCE (on present evidence). While by far the greatest
number come from Marisa in Idumea (thanks to that site’s long and careful
excavation), examples from almost every Levantine coastal city from Antioch
to Gaza, as well as inland cities such as Gerasa and Scythopolis attest to the
breadth of the system. Unlike the Ptolemies, under whom money was col-
lected by well-connected elites who had personal agreements with the king, or
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by inspectors sent from Alexandria, the weights attest to a new professional
class of annually appointed magistrates working within the Seleucid system but
also empowered locally (Finkielsztejn 2014: 177).12
The weights transmit two messages. The first is one of imperial oversight,
communicated both by the common mode of dating according to the Seleucid
era and a single metrological standard (Finkielsztejn 2007: 55; 2014: 177;
Kushnir-Stein 2011). The second message is one of local autonomy and
identity. In addition to year and agoranomos name, weights carried the city’s
name and specific images that acted as identifying logos, at least for the cities of
northern and central Phoenicia: an anchor for Antioch; an elephant for
Seleucia; scales for Marathos; paired cornucopias with an Isis crown for
Byblos; a dolphin or a trident for Berytus; a galley for Sidon; a Tanit or palm
tree for Tyre (Finkielsztejn 2014).
That Phoenician cities asserted particular identities is not new. Under the
Achaemenids and continuing under the Ptolemies, inhabitants of these cities
revealed themselves via an array of specific material markers – coins, seals, and
amulets – as well as by particular details of writing and personal names with
theophoric components (Peckham 2014: 370–475, with abundant references).
What is different now, however, is a subtle but powerful change in the
intersection of economic empowerment and cultural identity. This change
can be discerned by consideration of remains specific to Sidonians and
Tyrians.
In the second century, Sidonian communities are attested in three towns in
the southern Levant: Marisa, Shechem, and Yavneh-Yam. At Marisa, they
owned a large tomb complex, in which their leader, Apollophanes, son of
Sesmaios, was buried in 196 BCE (Peters and Thiersch 1905: 36–7; Jacobson
2007). From his inscription, we know that Apollophanes and his fellow
Sidonians arrived at Marisa around 230 BCE, when the city still lay within
the Ptolemaic orbit. The Sidonian community at Shechem is known from a
22.4. Civic sealings from the archive of the Administrative Building at Kedesh: (left) a sealing
“Of the Sidonians” (K00 BL0086); (center) a double-dated bilingual sealing from the koinon of
Tyre (165 BCE) (K00 BL0462); and (right) a sealing of Kedasa (Kedesh) (K00 BL00463).
(Courtesy of the Tel Kedesh Excavations.)
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report preserved by Josephus,
in which they make a request
to Antiochus IV (176–164
BCE) that they “not be
treated like Judeans, because
they are Sidonians by origin
and have different customs”
(Ant. 12.5.5 § 258–64; Isaac
1991: 136–7, 142–3). Finally,
from Yavneh-Yam, a harbor
settlement on the southern
coast, the Sidonian commu-
nity is attested in an inscrip-
tion that records a letter from
Antiochus V (164–162 BCE),
granting them immunity from some form of taxation (Isaac 1991). All three
communities identify themselves as distinct, respectively as Sidonians “in
Marisa,” “the Port of Jamnia,” and “in Shechem.” But only under the
Seleucids do they expect and receive separate economic and/or legal status.
Tyrians felt and received the same. Tyrian civic weights were especially
assertive: Some were written only in Phoenician and dated to “the era of the
people of Tyre” (which began in 275 BCE). Others were bilingual and also
dated to the Seleucid era. All carried one of several specific civic symbols: a
schematic rendition of the lunar deity Tanit, a palm tree, a caduceus, and/or a
mask of Herakles-Melqart (Finkielsztejn 2014: 172–3). The sense of a separate
Tyrian status is reinforced by a group of nine identical sealings from the Kedesh
archive that display Tanit above an inscription in Phoenician script that reads
“He who is over the land” (Ariel and Naveh 2003: 62–4) (Fig. 22.5). The
phrase, logo, and find spot suggest that under the Seleucids, the Tyrians
enjoyed some measure of economic autonomy.
territory becomes homeland
Under Seleucid rule, new freedoms intersected with a sense of release from the
suffocations of Ptolemaic administrators. Disentangling cause and effect is impos-
sible; probably both are responsible for one broad trend: the evocation of
heritage, an identity based on one’s past. For peoples living in lands remade as
imperial territories, a particular past is self-validating. It turns current rulers into
political ephemera, recently arrived on the scene and, hopefully, soon to depart.
Such a sensibility had already appeared in the mid-late fourth century among
Judeans, at least members of the administrative and literary classes, in the use of a
paleo-Hebrew script, both on coins and also stamped on the handles of jars used
22.5. A Tanit sealing (one of nine identical sealings)
from the archive of the Administrative Building at
Kedesh. (Courtesy of the Tel Kedesh Excavations.)
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to collect agricultural commodities (Cross 1961: 3; Lipschits and Vanderhooft
2011: type 13). In contrast to the common Aramaic (script and language), paleo-
Hebrewwas a deliberate signifier; it imbued Judean writers and their words with
ancient authority.13 By the early second century, the Judeans were not alone in
seeking such legitimation and emotional reassurance.
In 176 BCE, a scribe in Marisa drafted a marriage agreement in Aramaic on a
piece of broken pottery. QWSRM hoped to marry a young lady named
Arsinoë, for which purpose his father, QWSYD, was in negotiation with
Arsinoë’s father, also named QWSYD (Eshel and Kloner 1996). The repetition
of the ancient Edomite theophoric QWS is striking – although since QWS
appears in 20% of all personal names at Marisa, it might be coincidence (Eshel
and Kloner 1996: 6, n. 12; Eshel, Puech, and Kloner 2007: 59).14But then in line
5, it is written that the arrangement be done “according to the nomos of the
daughters of [Edom?].” Nomos, a Greek word written here in Aramaic, can
mean custom or tradition, or something more formal. Esther Eshel and Amos
Kloner opt for “custom” (1996: 11–12), but it may be that young QWSRM and
his father intend something more assertive than that. Under the Seleucids, they
were free to deploy their own nomoi, similar to the Sidonians of Shechem. The
phrase, along with their names, suggests a purposefully Edomite consciousness.
In the third century, contemporary with the new cult to Serapis and Isis at
Samaria, a Samaritan community had established itself on Mount Gerizim
(Fig. 22.6).15 It was, initially, small and physically modest, but that changed
in the first half of the second century BCE, when there appear some
395 inscriptions in Aramaic, Hebrew, and also paleo-Hebrew (Magen,
22.6. The Samaritan sanctuary at Mount Gerizim. (Photo by A. M. Berlin.)
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Misgav, and Tsfania 2004; Dušek 2012; Kartveit 2014). Many are carved on
large architectural stones, such as columns or lintels, so that they would have
been conspicuous parts of structures (Kartveit 2014: 456). One typical (except
for the fact that it is fully preserved) inscription reads:
This is [the stone] that Delayah, son of Shim‛on, dedicated for himself
and his children/sons, [this] ston[e for] good remembrance before God in
this place. (Kartveit 2014: 452)
Delayah stretched his inscription over the stone’s full 2 m length, ending with
“in this place,” a phrase common to many of these dedications, as well as
unique to Mount Gerizim (Kartveit 2014: 451, 456, 465). Also common in
these inscriptions is that people regularly named their home villages, which are
mostly around Mount Gerizim. The geographic designations have power:
They insist on this specific spot and unify this community of worshippers
(Kartveit 2014: 466).16 Delayah and his fellow Samaritans confronted the
practice of imperial territory-making head on. With words, they redrew the
imperial map to make a geography of their own.
At the northern edge of the Hula Valley, on the summit of the ancient city
of Dan, stood the remains of a long deserted biblical sanctuary, which, in the
third century BCE, petitioners began again to visit. Their offerings were simple
and poor, similar to those up the road at the Paneion: a few lamps, perfume
bottles, small bowls and saucers – all made of poor local clay (Biran 1994:
214–17). Then, in the second century, a man named Zoilus left an offering of
quite a different sort: a slab of limestone, inscribed in Greek and Aramaic, “To
the god among the Danites, Zoilus made a vow” (Biran 1981; Tzaferis 1992).
The use of Greek indicates Zoilus’s desire to make his vow for the unnamable
god of a biblical people widely understood. As on Mount Gerizim, he defied
current political claims by evoking the aura and protection of the past.
judeans and others
The appointment of Olympiodoros in 178 BCE was the first in a series of
Seleucid actions that culminated in the 160s in an uprising in Judea, led by
Judah Maccabee, a member of the ambitious Hasmonean family from rural
Modiʻin (Schwartz 1993; Nongbri 2005: 99–105). In the late 140s, there were
substantive shifts in the region’s political force field, a result of armed infighting
between multiple contenders for the Seleucid throne. Several sites were
destroyed or abandoned: Mazor in Judea, Khirbet el-Eika in the Lower
Galilee, and Kedesh and Khirbet esh-Shuhara in the Upper Galilee (Uzi
Leibner, pers. comm., 2016; Aviam and Avitai 2002; Syon 2002; Berlin and
Herbert 2013: 379; 2015: 428–30). Judah’s brother, Simon, took control of
Jerusalem by force (1 Macc 13:49–52). Within the next generation, the
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Seleucids lost their grip; in the 120s, many places asserted political autonomy,
including the Phoenician coastal cities of Sidon, Tyre, and Akko-Ptolemais
and also Jerusalem, which at this time was under the control of Simon’s son,
John Hyrcanus.
Jerusalem was a temple-city, the only sizable settlement in otherwise rural
Judea (Berlin 1997a 15–16; 2013a: 154–6). It was readily accessed from the coast:
In 259 BCE, Zenon came here directly after disembarking at Strato’s Tower,
and, in the years of Ptolemaic and early Seleucid rule, residents had
Mediterranean goods, such as imported table vessels and Rhodian wine
(Hayes 1985: 183; Tushingham 1985: 37, 41; Ariel 1990: 12–25; Rosenthal-
Heginbottom 2003: 206–8; Berlin 2013a: 157). In the second half of the second
century BCE, when the city came under Hasmonean control, the lives of its
residents changed. A new fortificationwall extended from the citadel to the City
of David, people moved to the Western Hill – and almost all imported goods
disappeared (Geva 2003: 148–50; Berlin 2013a: 153–4). Household items now
comprised only essentials: small dishes, cooking pots, juglets, water pitchers,
large jars, a few saucer lamps, and perfume bottles – all locally made (Fig. 22.7).
Meanwhile, the Hasmoneans themselves adopted several aspects of Hellenistic
display culture. In Modiʻin, Simon expanded the family tomb with seven pyra-
mids, evoking theMausoluseum atHalicarnassus. Jerusalem’s elites soon followed
suit, building display tombs with pyramids, exterior columns, and decorated
facades (Rahmani 1967; 1982; Berlin 2002).17 In the oasis of Jericho, Hyrcanus
built an estate that his successors enhanced with pools, pavilions, and reception
rooms with Hellenistic-style painted walls (Netzer 2001: 40–67). Hyrcanus also
issued coins carrying Greek-style victory wreaths and cornucopias, the
22.7. Household pottery from late-second-century BCE Jerusalem. (Courtesy of the IES.)
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Mediterranean symbol for abundance (Noy 2012). His sons continued the prac-
tice, issuing coins with wreaths, diadems, and the (Seleucid) anchor.
The lives of non-elite Judeans must have been simple by choice, because, in
the later second century BCE, domestic comforts abounded throughout this
region: interior décor, glass and fine red-slipped ceramic table wares, imported
perfumes, and colorful personal accessories (Slane 1997: 272; Rozenberg 2008:
283–424; Nitschke, Martin, and Shalev 2011: 143; Grose 2012: 1–11). At Tel
Anafa in the Hula Valley, a Tyrian built a villa with a private bath and a second-
story dining room adorned with multi-colored painted panels and gilded
Corinthian pilasters (Herbert 1994: 14; Kidd 2015) (Fig. 22.8). A house at Dor
22.8. A reconstruction of the painted plastered wall in the dining room from the villa at Tel
Anafa (ca. 100 BCE). (Courtesy of the Tel Anafa Excavations.)
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was decorated with an opus vermiculatummosaic depicting theater masks, equal in
quality to the floors in the Attalid palaces in Pergamon (Stewart and Martin
2003). One Dor entrepreneur even manufactured jars stamped in the Aegean
mode, advertising local goods (Ariel et al. 1985). At Marisa, houses had Ionic
pilasters and painted walls. Aegean wine was everywhere, at coastal settlements –
Akko-Ptolemais, Dor, Strato’s Tower, Ashdod, and Ashkelon – and inland
ones – Tel Anafa, Scythopolis, Samaria, and Marisa (Berlin 1997a: 22–3).
In the last decade of the second century, with the Seleucid king, Antiochus
IX, in control of little more than the city of Damascus and its environs, John
Hyrcanus dismantled this bustling, Mediterranean-inflected world and remade
the political landscape via force. He attacked and partially destroyed Marisa,
Mount Gerizim, Samaria, and Scythopolis (Ant. 13.254–58, 275–79; Berlin
1997a: 30–1). Along the coast, Dor, Strato’s Tower, Jaffa, and Yavneh-Yam
were abandoned or diminished. Autonomous civic authorities disappeared; the
last known agoranomos weight dates to 108 BCE (Finkielsztejn 1998; 2014: 178).
By 100 BCE, Alexander Jannaeus, younger son of John Hyrcanus, ruled a
Hasmonean state.18
New small settlements appeared across the Jordan, in the Samaritan coun-
tryside, and in the Lower Galilee (Alexandre 2008; 2013: 6–8, 19; Cohen,
Avshalom-Gorni, and Porat 2013). Everybody used the coins of Jannaeus,
minted in Jerusalem, demonstrating regular contact with the capital (Syon
2015: 57–61, 155–64). No matter where they lived, Judeans (we may now
begin calling them Jews) continued to use simple household goods – locally
made dishes, cooking vessels, pitchers, and storage jars – although those living
in larger towns in the north, such as Sepphoris and Gamla also used glass and
red-slipped table vessels, indicating continued contacts with coastal suppliers.
Political unity jostled up against social factions: temple priests, apocalyptic
groups, members of theQumran sect, andmany others. Members of these groups
were literate, therefore educated elites; for them, writing itself was a conduit to
relevance and significance.19 The Dead Sea Scrolls – their words and also their
physicality – provide evidence that this community was large: In the roughly
930 manuscripts from the Judean caves, more than 500 scribal hands can be
identified, and the quantity and variations in details (e.g., different preparations
of skins and inks) suggest that many scrolls were brought from elsewhere (Wise
2015: 32–3). Words had power, which many chose to deploy: No two of the
Dead Sea Scrolls manuscripts share an immediate prototype,meaning that variants
were in use simultaneously: Copiers regularly introduced new information, and
writers reframed older material to make it speak to present circumstances (Wise
2015: 32; Jokiranta et al. 2016: 11–17). There was no canon, no authorized group
of texts; literate Jews held a diverse array of ideas, beliefs, and points of view
(Najman 2012). From one angle, the manuscripts testify to cultural dynamism;
from another, they illuminate deeply founded disagreements.
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In the first century BCE, some Jews adopted the ritual of purifying immer-
sion in small stepped plastered pools (miqvaʼot). The practice was new and
outside the strictures of temple practice. Their distribution suggests that the
Hasmoneans may have introduced the idea; miqvaʼot appear in the palaces at
Jericho; a few private houses in the Upper City of Jerusalem; Gezer, which
Simon is said to have captured (1 Macc 14:7); and Umm el-ʻUmdan, which is
ancient Modiʻin, and Gamla in the southern Golan, a conquest of Alexander
Jannaeus, where one private and one neighborhood miqveh were built in a new
neighborhood of the early first century BCE (Berlin 2014a). These last two
were short-lived; by the mid-first century BCE, one was built over, and the
other turned into a storage bin (Amit 2010: 193–4; Goren 2010: 138, 146).
story becomes history, homeland (again)
becomes territory
Of all the uses to which writing can be put, one of most powerful is history.
History is a strategy, a tool for confronting and reframing one’s world and
experiences. History elevates events beyond themselves, inoculates against
unwelcome renditions, and eases the offensiveness of social marginalization.20
Toward the end of the second century, as Hyrcanus was remaking portions of
the southern Levant, one Judean composed the narrative we know today as 1
Maccabees. Writing in Hebrew for his own people to read and remember, he
recounted how arrogant imperial outsiders spawned a culture war that turned
into a real battle, led and won by the Hasmoneans, who fought for ancestral
territory and “the covenant of the fathers.”21 1 Maccabees and other contem-
porary and competing renditions are what the sociologist Eviatar Zerubavel
calls “time maps,” accounts that explain a people’s journey from the past to the
present moment (2003; cf. Goodman 1994: 171 and Nongbri 2005: 87, n. 11).
1 Maccabees made a narrative case for an independent Judean state. Politics
intervened. In 38 BCE, on the outskirts of Jerusalem, Herod, a scion of a well-
connected Idumean family, defeated the Hasmonean prince, Mattathias
Antigonus. Seven years later, after the battle of Actium, the Roman general,
Octavian, made Herod a client-king in control of Galilee, Samaria, Perea,
Judea, and Idumea. As had Ptolemy I, Herod moved quickly to mark his
territory, building temples to Augustus and Roma at Samaria, the Mount
Hermon Paneion, and his new city at Caesarea (Berlin 2015). In 2 BCE,
Herod’s son, Herod Philip, built a fourth such edifice at the southern end of
his new capital of Caesarea Philippi, on the hill of Horvat Omrit, overlooking
the Hula Valley (Overman and Schowalter 2011; Berlin 2013b).
Thus, at the turn of the eras, the peoples of the southern Levant found
themselves once more living within physically bounded imperial territory,
now effectively Roman. In many places, previous patterns returned. In
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Idumea and along the coast, population revived, as did comfortable middle-
class lifestyles, seen in the appearance of Aegean and Italian wines and dishes,
and houses with interior wall paintings and mosaics. Most Jews opted out of
this culture, however. They used only basic household items, augmented by a
distinctive array of simple white chalk vessels and plain oil lamps (Magen 2002;
Berlin 2005: 429–37; 2014a). Miqvaʼot became more common and in more
settings: in houses and neighborhoods, by oil presses, and at the entrances to
village synagogues (Berlin 2005: 453; Reich 2013). This placement evoked
Herod’s magnificent new temple in Jerusalem, where large purification pools
lay in front of the entrance areas. There was now among Jews an increasing
class divide, as Jerusalem’s elites lived in large, beautifully decorated homes
amidst Mediterranean luxuries (Avigad 1989: 10; Berlin 2005: 442–51; 2014a;
2014b; Talgam and Peleg 2008).
Over the three centuries of the Hellenistic period, political forces first
subsumed and then empowered the peoples living in this region. QWSRM,
Delayah, Zoilus, and many anonymous Jewish writers and scribes – they and
others asserted ownership over specific places, pasts, and traditions. This raised
consciousness was a two-sided legacy. It could enhance feelings of legitimacy
despite external circumstances; however, it could also lead to feeling trapped
between circumstance and destiny, stuck on the wrong side of history.
How to live in a world so wrongly arranged? At the turn of the eras, this was
a challenge for many – and many solutions arose. Apocalyptic writers imagined
a fiery end for the wicked (Collins 1983). Some Galilean Jews formulated a
utopian dream, a kingdom of God on earth (Bazzana 2010). In the year 6 CE,
at least one revolutionary sought to remake a more tangible kingdom, in the
mode of 1 Maccabees: “a certain Judas, a Gaulanite from a city named Gamala
[sic] threw himself into the cause of rebellion . . . and appealed to the nation to
make a bid for independence” (Ant. 18.4).
The Romans took over a landscape mined with other peoples’ visions.
What they saw as territory had been made homeland; what they might have
regarded as story had been made history. In the short term, as is often the case,
political will and military might prevailed. But in the long term, the view
afforded us by the passage of time, it is the visions that have proven to be the
more durable. Like history, they have a habit of returning.
notes
1 Archaeological evidence shows that at this time Tyrians abandon their compound at
Kedesh. Supplies were laid in at Nahal Tut and Ramat ha-Nadiv, probably collected to
feed the troops engaged in the siege of Tyre (Alexandre 2006; Peleg-Barkat and Tepper
2014). Sha‘ar ha-Amakim may be part of this defensive line as well (Segal, Młynarczyk,
and Burdajewicz 2014).
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2 This approach is analogous to Keith Hopkins’s definition of structural differentiation,
which he defines as “the process by which an undifferentiated institution (for example,
a family group charged with multiple functions) becomes divided into separate insti-
tutions (such as schools for education, factories for production), each charged with a
single main function” (1978: 89). I thank Sylvie Honigman for this reference.
3 Gilles de Rapper (2010: 259) calls shrines “places where the social production of the
border takes place.” Paul Kosmin (2014) treats this practice, writ large, as carried out by
Seleucus I and his successors.
4 This is the Rainer papyrus (now SB 8008) on which, see Lenger 1964: 21–2; Bagnall
and Derow 1981: 95–6; and Grabbe 2001: 135–6 (from which this translation comes).
5 Peter Schäfer gives a succinct synopsis: “Whereas the upper classes in particular were
active participants in and beneficiaries of the new economic order, the simple rural
population were exploited even more intensively than before” (1995: 17). For the
longer-term effects, see Kloppenborg 2006: 284–90, 359–64, 367–76.
6 According to later authors, a temple to Serapis existed in Egypt already in 323 BCE
(Plut., Alex. 76 and Arr., Anab. 7.26.2).
7 Stefan Pfeiffer notes that as a cult to a living king, the Ptolemaic royal cult was a
creation of the priests, an innovation that grafted the notion of Greek dynastic rule
onto traditional Egyptian practice.
8 Translation of Pfeiffer, from an unpublished paper “Great King Ptolemy – the
Victorious King in the Light of a Greek Inscription from Jaffa (SEG 10.467),” presented
at the conference, “Judaea in the Long Third Century BCE: The Transition between
the Persian and Hellenistic Periods,” Tel Aviv University, June 2, 2014.
9 In what follows, I am indebted to Pfeiffer and his work cited above in n. 8.
10 Decree of Raphia, 18 sq.; Gera 1998: 12. We know of three other inscriptions such as
that of Anaxikles – one from Tyre (SEG 7.326; Notley 2011: fig. 8.3) and two from
Marisa (Clermont-Ganneau 1900: 536–8).
11 In 219 BCE, the Ptolemaic governor Theodotus the Aetolian defected to Antiochus,
handing over Tyre and Akko-Ptolemais (Polyb. 4.37.5, 5.40.103, 5.61.3–5–5.62.3). In
the course of this same conflict, Ptolemy, son of Thraseus, defected, an event best
known from the Hefzibah Inscription (see Landau 1966; Fischer 1979; Bertrand 1982;
and Piejko 1991).
12 In time, these and other local officials became “des instruments de l’autonomie de
mouvement dans le domaine commercial” (Finkielsztejn 2015: 178). When central
power faded, this autonomy was transformed into political autonomy, notable espe-
cially in the evidence of independent eras beginning in 126 BCE.
13 For a socio-linguistic analysis, see Schwartz 1995. For a clear unraveling of the development
and terminology associated with paleo-Hebrew, I am grateful to David Vanderhooft’s
paper, “Aramaic, Paleo-Hebrew, and ‘Jewish’ Scripts in the Ptolemaic Period,” given at
the conference, “Judaea in the Long Third Century B.C.E.: The Transition between the
Persian and Hellenistic Periods,” Tel Aviv University, June 2, 2014.
14 QWS names do not suddenly appear in the Hellenistic period; they are also attested on
Persian-period ostraca from Beersheva and Khirbet el-Qom (Geraty 1975; Naveh
1979).
15 Their presence is attested both by archaeological remains (Magen 2008) and also by at
least one third-century Qumran scroll classified as pre-Samaritan (4QExod-Levf [Zahn
2015: 309]). Yitzhak Magen, Haggai Misgav, and Levana Tsfania (2004: 19) understand
this development as being in specific and direct opposition to the Judean position. It
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may be, however, that both the Judean and the Samaritan developments were reactions
to an inhospitable, even suffocating, imperial ideology and authority.
16 Two inscriptions from the Aegean island of Delos complement the large corpus from
Mount Gerizim (Bruneau 1982). Both praise benefactors for their support of “Israelites
who send their temple tax to Argarizein.” On the basis of the Delos inscriptions, we
may say that this community sees themselves as “Israelites,” a designation that separates
them from Jerusalem. Magnar Kartveit sees in all this a newly formulated “Samaritan
self-consciousness” (2014: 451).
17 The most succinct evaluation remains Elias Bickerman’s: “the Maccabees eradicated
one kind of Hellenism only to facilitate the growth of another kind” (1962: 178).
18 Any reconstruction of Judean/Jewish settlement outside of Judea rests on a vast
literature that itself rests, first of all, on a comparative philology of the two primary
ancient accounts: 1 Maccabees and Josephus’s Antiquities. For an elegant treatment of
the discrepancies between these two texts, see Schwartz 1989 along with its consider-
able references. The ancient sources are opaque witnesses to what must have been
multiple on-the-ground realities; using them to explain patchy archaeological remains
runs the risk of creating the very story that the ancient authors hoped to establish. For a
sober use of coins as evidence for the expansion of Judean settlement beyond Judea
before 100 BCE, see Syon 2006; 2015: 142–50.
19 The linked issues of texts, manuscripts, writing, and education are fundamental to any
social reconstruction, and beyond the limits of this chapter. For a comprehensive and
clear overview of the literature, see Sivertsev 2005: 4–20.
20 In the later Hellenistic and early Roman era, history became a competitive genre
(Baumgarten 1981: 265–8; Himmelfarb 2005: 125), with many entrants: Manetho;
Berossos; Josephus; and Philo of Byblos, whom, Baumgarten says, retold Phoenician
myths so as to make “anything important . . . done first by the Phoenicians” (1981:
32–5).
21 The classic formulation is Bickerman’s: “the Maccabean documents were produced in
order to make history, not report it” (1979: 4). On the author’s literary milieu and
influences, see Weitzman 2004. One example of manufacturing history via story is the
fictional relationship with Sparta (1 Macc 12:2, 5–23; 14:16–23), on which see Eilers
2013: 158. Much recent scholarship has focused on the author of 1Maccabees rhetorical
use of scripture as justification (Nongbri 2005; van der Kooij 2012; Elgvin 2016). The
transformative practice is not confined to the author of 1 Maccabees; see, e.g., the
varying treatments by the authors of 2 and 3 Maccabees of the episode of
Olympiodoros, Heliodoros, Onias III, and the Jerusalem temple (2 Macc 3; 3 Macc
1–2) (Hacham 2012). Sylvie Honigman calls both 1 and 2 Maccabees “narrative as
message” (2014: 24–5).
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